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REMARKS 

Claim 1-42 are pandtag. Claim 1. 10. 21, 25.26. 28, 36.40, and41 are independent 
claims. In the Office Acton, claims M2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. j 102(e) as anticipated 
by. or, ,„ the auernative, as obvious over, U.S. 6.253.115 ("Martin"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse these rejections. No claims are amended in this response. 

Claims 1,10. 2S. and 211, •^.^ r ^ r ,„„ „.„„, 

Claims land 10 each recite "reviewing a manufacturing system design according to 
destgn review data corresponding to a specification for the manufacturing system » Claim 25 
rec.es "a design analysis tool ,ha, includes design a^lysis data documenting optimized 
practices for the manufacturing system with respect «, a, leas, one system concern » Claim 
28 recites "reviewing a manufacturing system design according to stfety design ana,ysis data 
corresponding to a specification for the manufacturing system." The Stammer provides no 
explanation as to how Martin anticipates these limitations, stating only tha, ••Martin 
p^td velydiscloses of having reviewing (IDENTIFY, MEASURE,, conducting (DESIGN 
ANALYZE), validating (CONTROL) as well as Optimizing for improvement before 
validating." (Office Action, page 2.) Moreover, nowhere does Martin teach or suggest 
™,ewmg a manufacturing system design, much less doing so according to design review 
data, as is requited by Applicants' claims. 

a d-d m M r ndiSCW 3 "«"■" H*— — »-» of software tools for implementing 
ades.gnofas.xs.gmaprocess. (Martin. Abstract; 2:19-40.) The measure of a six Sigma 

ZTdT f ^ ^ **** *"~ " WWch *■ * « P-ess are 

h~ of defect (Martin, l:5-,9, Accordingly, Martin discloses aptness that is "nsefiu for 

However, Maran r^vi ^ no ^hing orrec^ toward a .^^^ 
and m particular contains no Aching or suggestion of "design review data 
corresponding to a specification for the numufacturing system » 

a d rf AW "T' S ^ ,fl ^ OTeXP,AS * atteTOOfadeSi Sn^ewi.«>cvaluate 

Z ITT h T^* mtm ' aamt ™ a «°*°>«™- *~»**-.*»-«»> 

^particular, me design review is concerned with "optimi^on issues with respect ,o one or 
mo« system coneys in a given piece of manufacturing equipment" (Specification. 6:10- 
1.) tate. me Specification expiains mat an advance of Applicants- invention is that it 
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"provides continuity between designer,, suppliers and users during the manufacturing system 
design, procurement and implementation process." Thus, Applicants' claimed invention is 
Greeted toward improving a manufacturing system whereas Martin's disclosure is directed 
toward improving the quality of a product. Applicants' claims clearly reflect this difference 
in recitmg, for example, "reviewing a manufacturing system design according to design 
rev,ew data corresponding to a specification for the manufacturing system." 

Accordingly, Applicants' claims require reviewing a manufacturing system design 
rather than the product or process to which Martin attempts to make quality improvements 
Applicants' Specification explains that: 

Because the inventive process takes optimization issues with 
respect to one or more system concerns (e.g., safety, quality 
reliability, etc.) into account during the des^n process, 
equipment designed according to the inventive method will 
require minimal, if any, retrofitting in the future to correct any 

XS Werc It* 6586 ' 1 " ** OTi * nal e Wrnem «fa£L 
(Specification, page 19, lines 18-23.) 

Thus, Applicants' claims clearly require review of system design, rather than review of a 
system's operation after it has been implemented, and thus Applicants' claims provide the 
unique advantages that accrue from a review of a manufacturing system design. Martin does 
not teach or suggest analyzing a manufacturing system design based on the system's 
^cation as is by AppHcams , ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

advantages of doing so. 

Funher - ,h ' !E! >^""=PP« 5 to concede that Mmin does no. teach .he melted 
deagn review of daa ^ponding to a deification for a manufacturing system The 
drainer sutes that ^ (in] ^ ^ rf ^ ^ ^ 

manufactunng system is well lenown as disclose^, by Martin and (,,] „o„!d have been 
obv lous ,o one of ordinary skill inaxmtt> modifv [MMn] ^ required to improve q „aJi„ 
efficiency and ft. same Rime, reduce cos, a*, downtime." (Office Action. oa.es I 
^jyoil-f e ^' en ' Examiner has taken Official Notice of a teaching or suggestion to 

tot T" ' imi,a,i0n ° f "" VieWi " g * — — * 1— - to recording 

.0 deagn revew data corresponding ,„ a specification for ft. rnanufacturing system - 

Apphcan* hereby seasonably challenge each inaance of Official Notice .aken by fte 

Bcarn^maccordancewiU 1 37CFRl.,( M<dX2) a„ aM p EP§2I440 3 ^ 
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response to this communication the Examiner is required to produce documentary proof with 

respect to the taking of Official Notice. 

Accordingly, claims 1, 10, 25, and 28 are in condition for allowance at least for the 
foregoing reasons. Further, claims 2-9, U-20, and 29-35 are in condition for allowance at 
least by reason of their dependence from claims 1, 10, and 28. 

ClaittK 1,10, 3i, 2 tf,28,*6 nnrt 41t «»<*i«*y e~ vsed a^^,, 

Claim I recites "conducting an activity-focused assessment of the manufacturing 
system design". Claims 21, 26, and 41 each recite "an activity-focused assessment tool." 
Claim 28 recites "conducting an activity-focused risk assessment." Claim 36 recites "a task- 
based risk-assessment tool." The Examiner provides no explanation as to how Martin 
animates these limitations, stating only that "Martin positively discloses of having 
reviewing (IDENTIFY, MEASURE), conducting (DESIGN, ANALYZE), validating 
(CONTROL) as well as Optimizing for improvement before validating." (Office Action 
page 2.) In fact. Martin contains absolutely no teaching or suggestion of any assessment of a 
manufacturing system design, much less the recited activity.focused assessment of a 
manufacturing system design. 

With respect to exemplary claim 1, Applied specification make clear that the 

n-ted activity-focused ashmen, "is a somatic way to evaluate al, activities associate 

With a given manufactirring S vs«m. and ^ corresponding consequences as defined by the 

•P-fle system concern (e.g., hea.th/safety, quality. reUability, etc.) being optimized - 

(Specification, page 9. lines 2*> As noted above. Martin is direct to the six Sigma 

proces, (Martin. „ 5-19.) Martin discloses meeting "critical to quamy" par™ rdating 

^metoignofar^orr^edure. (Martin, 1: 66 - 2 ..,, 2:5 2-53. Pig. Applied 
claimed i 0V e„ a o„, in ac ^ ^ _ ^ ^ ^ 

TT T ta ^ 0P ° rati °" "* " " — *— «• according » 

th.nsteandha.ardsassocia^dwiti.eachusk. (to Specification. page 9. iines «.) Martin 
co»t»ns no caching or suggestion of the six Sigma process - or any other method - Ending 
the recited activity-focused assessment. 

Therefore, Cairn 1 i. in condition for allowance for at least the foregomg reasons, as 
are clam* 2-9 depending therefrom. Claims 10, 21, 26, 28, 36, and 41 are similarly in 
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condition for allowance, as ate claims 11-20, 22-24, 27, 29-35, 37-39, and 42, respectively 
depending therefrom. 

?^Z S J' 21, 26 and 4l! . ? ei,eratin 8 or selecting "an action for each 
acfavitv/gAn seauence iwir" 

Claim 6 recites "selecting an action for each activity/consequence pair." Claim 10 
recites "generating an action for each individual activity/consequence pair." Claims 21 and 
26 each recite an activity-focused assessment tool that "generates an optimized action 
corresponding to each individual activity/consequence pair." Claim 41 recites an activity- 
focused assessment too! that "generates an action corresponding to each individual 
task/hazard pair." The Examiner does not appear to address these claim limitations, nor do 
they appear to be disclosed in the prior art of record. (See Office Action, pages 2-3.) In 
particular, Martin nowhere teaches or suggests generating or selecting actions for 
activity/consequence, or task/hazard, pairs. 

Applicants' Specification explains the generation or selection of an action for 
activity/consequence, or task/hazard, pairs as follows: 

^ te o£fu CCn , SeqUenCeS have been evaluated for each activity at 
step 220 by the team, the evaluation responses are entered into 
an activity-focused assessment software tool to generate a 
recommended action at step 222 for each activity/consequence 
pair. In the health/safety context, for example, the 
recommended action for each activity/consequence pair will 
tan into one of three categories: lockout, control reliable 
method and other safety measures. (Specification, page 12, 
lines 9-14.) ° * 

Applicants' claims require selecting or generating an action based on activity/consequence or 

task/hazard, pairs. As is clear from the foregoing explanation, the selected or generated 

action is a recommended feature to be added to a manufacturing system design. Further, 

Apphcants make clear that the selected or generated action does not necessarily impact the 

quality of the product being manufactured; rather, Applicants' claims are directed toward 

tmprovmg the design of a manufacturing system. Martin, as noted above, is directed solely 

toward improving the quality of a product or process. Nowhere does Martin teach or suggest 

generating actions based on activity/consequence, or task/hazard, pairs. 

Accordingly, claims 6, 21, 26, and 41, as well as claims 7-8, 22-24, 27 and 42 

depending therefrom, are in condition for allowance for at least these reasons. 
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Claims 28, 36. and 40: "s afety d^ion ftna i r ; c » 

Claim 28 recites "reviewing a manufacturing process according to safety design 
analysis data." Claims 36 and 40 recite "a safety design analysis tool that includes safety 
design analysis data." The Examiner does not appear to address these claim limitations nor 
do they appear to be disclosed in the prior art of record. (See Office Action, pages 2-3 ) In 
particular, Martin makes absolutely no teaching or suggestion regarding the safety of a 
manufacturing system. 

As noted above, Martin is directed solely toward improving that quality of a product 
or process. Nowhere does Martin mention or even hint at issues of related to safety, health 
etc., much less those issues as they arise in a manufacturing system. Further, one of ordinary 
skill m the art would have had absolutely no reason to construe Martin as providing any 
motivation to use safety design analysis data inasmuch as Martin is directed solely toward 
quality improvements. Accordingly, claims 28, 36, and 40 are in condition for allowance for 
at least these reasons, as are claims 29-35, 37-39, and 42, respectively depending therefrom 
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CONcujston 

Applicants respectfully submit that ail pending claims ate distinguished over the cited 
Prior an and are in condition for allowance. If the Examiner has any questions or issues 
relating to Applicants' response, he is encouraged to telephone the undersigned 
representative. . 

Any fees associated with the filing of this paper should be identified in an 
accompanying transmittal. However, if any additional fees are required in connection with 
the filing of this paper, permission is given to charge Deposit Account No. 18-0013, under 
order number 65229-0010. To the extent necessary, a further petition for extension 'of time 
under 37 CJF.R. § 1. 136 is hereby made, the fee for which should be charged to the foregoing 
deposit account number. 



Date: September 14, 2004 



Respectfully submitted, 



By: 




Kristin L. Murphy, Reg. No. 41,212 
Rader, Fishman & Orauer PLLC 
39533 Woodward Avenue, Ste 140 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304 
Tel: (248)594-0600 
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